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Remarks 

Claims 1-42 are pending. 

Claims 1-42 stand rejected 

Claim 2 ! has been amended. 

Claiins 1-42 are submitted herein for review. 

No new matter has been added. 

In paragraph 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claim 21 imder 35 
U.S.C. § 112 regarding the claim preamble. Applicants have amended claim 21 
accordingly and respectfully request that this rejection of claim 21 be withdrawn. 

Turning to the prior an, the Examiner has remox^ed the previous rejeetioo but m\v 
rejects independent claims {, 21 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatenmble 
over the previously cited SchafTer (U.S. Patent No. 6,385,312) in view of the newty cited 
Sonesh (U.S. Patent No. 6,046;762). 

Applicants respect&lly disagree with the Exaniiner and submit ti&e following 
remarks in response. 
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T he present iiiventioo as elakned in the i«depe«dent claims is directed to a system 
and method for roming a call from a wireless cotnnumkations device to a directory 
assistance call center includiiig receiving a cail, having an assiaciatecl commmicofkm 
device identifier, at a first mshiance call center. The call is routed to this first msisfmce 
caJI center l>ased on said commtmicatimis device identifier which is designated to lumdle 
MmUs hdvm^ (he cdttmumcqiions device rdentifier, regardless the locMionotf the 
wireless communication device. 

TheB, the geogfaphic vicinity of the wireless cottjmuftications device is detei mined 
at the first directory assistance call center, fhe call is tlien re-routed to a second directory 
assistance call center if that second directory assistance call center is closer to the 
geographic \'icimty of the wireless coinmnnications device than tlie first directorv' 
assistance call center. 

As noted in the prior Amendment, where in some advanced directoiy assistance 
featiires, sitcb as concierge features, a local call center may be better suited to handle a call 
than thehonie call center of the caller that the call was initially roined to based on the 
caller's ANl 

In fbnning the rejection, on page 4 of the Office .Action, the Examiner asserts that 

Shaffer teaches, "...routing tlie call to a second call center if that second call center is 

closer to the geographic vicinity of the \weiess cotnmimication device (column 1 1, lines 

S~i 1 , i.e., caller location based routing for use with mobile phone "wireless") thaii the first 

call center (Fig. 27, ISOa^BOh), col, 39, lines i-4 and col. 52, lines 2-6,)*' 
13 



y^kppJicationMo. 10/813,974 
Amendmem Dated December 8, 2009 
Reply to Office Action Dated Jime. 2009 

Such an analysis is in error. 

The Schaffer refei'ence teaches a I -800 routing system used when a liser is desiring 
to piuchase flowers locally using the nationally advertised toll free mmiber (eg. 1-800- 
FLOWERS. 

The Examiner is asserting the call in Schafer may be routed /o a second mU center 
based on ihe location of the caller, HoweV^tj there is no second call center in Shafer only 
a first call centet/switch and then destination ninnbers. The only call center is the first call 
center (the 1-800 call centa )> the routing thereafter is to a deM natUm^ 

For example, coluirai 52, lines 2-6, cited to by the Examiner state: 

"Process 1220 then performs a precise "within service area" test and biulds a 

final list (shown at state 1460) <yf service locatkm IDs or telephone mmhers 
sorred by dhtance (from ihe location of the caller provided telephone 
number to the ser\'ice location)." (emphasis added) 

These service locations (businesses) or telephone numbers are the final destination 
of the call. They are not second call centers within the system. 

The Examiner does note on page 4 of the OtTice .Action, that the Shaffer reference 
does not teach that calls are routed to a first call center and then rerouted to a the second 
call center. To firom this part of the rejection, the Examiner ttmis to the new reference 
Sonesh. SpeGitically, the Examiner cites to column 10, lines 5^32 and Figure 5. 

However, Sonseh does not teach this element as it is claimed m the present 

independent claims. For example, the cited portion of Sonesh states: 

"Calls arriving from telephone callei-s via PSTN 511 to call center 
501, for example, are converted to compressed digital representation and 
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then IkindLd itxdiK oi tiatT>!ni{ j u ii ni u.oii p"'ic' c.w" 

(i'n<.t '<>} <.\ji}/\<. (tiilci'iui :)02 o) {ou'ioh ogci^/ \ik1io signals 
gtutiateJ K remote aticnt *>0> oi remote tall temei -^02 are s^ut \ sa data 
neiwork MO to the ongmaturg call center i>Ql and are coivverted to a 
PSTN-compattble signal back to the caller. The above-men tjonc^d method 
IS used m the case a PSTN transfer js not economjcal. In the event the tvvo 
call ceiucis aie in the vinic calling aiea call Uansfct is cdndt^tcd s ui 
PSTN ^l 1 and audio signals gcuoiated b\ tenioic age?u "^0"^ oi ionH)V call 
centei 502 are tiansteued to the otiginatmg call cemei 501 Ma PS 1 N 5 H 

XfiihmieJta iaih artnm^ vsa data ficmork 510 m<' ttmfed fo om' 
onhc cu^i ^e/uen foi example mil lenu} '^01 md are tithe' handled bv 
Hiat t.ontei oi toasaidoj to anoih.i uill conte? Jot exj.nple '^02 oi to a 
temote agent Ivxo t\pes ot ttanitci modes are poi>^ ble Method \, 
mvoives packets being readdressed and dispatched to ilten destination. 
Method B, if supported by the caller's software, involves the caller benig 
directly teconnected to tlie new destination Tnder method \ data packets 
arnving from the caller are re-addressed, but packets generated by any 
center or agent are sent directl\ to the cailei Undei method B all packets 
atetivisn' ! J m h . d t^csh b\ sh p»(ii--^ {emphasis added) 

Although bonebh do<.s tt\Kn a distnbuted call ».cnrcr wuh tv^o oi more call centers 
as per Figure 5, the above cited portion does not teach that the first directory assistatice 
call center is designated to handle aUcallsJmvin^^ 
regardless of the location of said wireless communication device. 

Ratlier it appears that a certain tvtye ofcalh (multimedia caiis), are routed to one of 
the call centers for possible re-routing. However, there is no suggestion that all calls from 
om cotttnmnmitiom device identif ier are always routed to the first call center. Moreover, 
tlie language itself does not even suggest that «/f calls are even ro uted to one call center 
over another. Rather, Sonesb appears to suggest that some calls may be routed to a frrst 
call center. For example, the actual language of Sonesh reads, "...are routed to one of the 
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ca!i centers, ibr exampie call center 50L" Obviousiy, this ieaves the optioo open that the 
calls could jiist as easily be routed to the other call center (502), 

Thus, even if the references were cotnbined as suggested by tlie Examiner, tlie 
resulting system aod method would still not teach or suggest all of the eiements of ilve 
independent claims. For example, there is no teaching or suggestion in either Shaffer or 
Sotiesh, that discloses receiving a call at a first directory assistance call ceiiter based on the 
communications de^Htce identifier , where the first directory assistance call center is 
designated to handle all calls having that communications device identifier regardless of 
the location of the wireless coxninuiMcation device. 

Likewise, there is no teaching or suggestion in either Shaffer or Sonesh fliat 
discloses determining the geographic vicinity of the wireless communications device at the 
first directory assistance call center, and re-routing tlie call to a second directory assistance 
call center if that second directory assistance call center is closer to the geographic vicinity 
of the wireless communications device than the first directory assistance call center. 

As such. Applicants request that the rejectioris of independent claitns 1, 21 and 39 
be withdrawn. As dependent claims 2-20, 22-.^S and 40-42 depend from independent 
clams 1, 21 and 39 Applicants request that the rejections be removed tor at least the same 
reason. 

In view of the foregoingi. Applicants respectiully submit that pending claitns 1^42 

are in condition for allowance, the earliest possib le notice of which is earrieslly solicited. 

If tlie Examitjer feels that an inten^iew would facilitate the prosecution of this Application 
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they are invited to contact the uiKlersigiied at the nmiibci hstcd beiow 

Respeetfiiiiy submitted, 

SOFER& HAROUN. t.L.P. 

By Ji?seiih.Sofa: 

Joseph :s>ofef 
Reg No 34,438 

Dated: December 8, 2009 ^ 1 7 VliKlison Av euue 

New York, NY 10017 
(212)697-2800 
Customer # 39600 
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